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METHOD FOR VALIDATING SYSTEM 
CONFIGURATION IN A MASS CUSTOMIZED 

ENVIRONMENT 

BACKGROUND OF THE INVENTION 

1. Field of the Invention 

The present invention addresses the problem of validating 
speci?c system or device con?gurations, especially When 
the set of all valid con?gurations is too large to enumerate 
practically, e.g., in a mass customiZed environment. 

2. Background Description 
Aproduct is a system or device produced to interact in a 

speci?ed Way With the rest of the World. We Will use the term 
“product” to refer to a set of related entities, described by the 
speci?c values taken on by a set of variables. The “con?gu 
ration” of a speci?c system or device is the set of values 
taken on by these variables. The con?guration serves tWo 
functions. Externally, it alloWs a judgement on Whether the 
system or device is appropriate for some purpose or teleol 
ogy. Internally, it should map onto a unique set of compo 
nents and component interconnections Where “unique” is 
understood to alloW for substitution of functionally equiva 
lent components. A “valid” con?guration is one that results 
in the correct operation of the system or device as a Whole. 
The set of all valid con?gurations comprises the “con?gu 
ration space”. As the con?guration space expands, the term 
“product” loses its connection to a single entity type and 
instead becomes a loose label for the con?guration space. 
Mass customiZation is the case Where the number of distinct 
systems in the con?guration space is large as compared to 
the number of con?gurations physically produced. 
Mass customiZed production faces a unique validation 

problem. For mass production of a small con?guration 
space, each con?guration can be physically tested, i.e., 
validated, before it is offered. For custom production 
(typically of high value systems or devices), each system or 
device is tested, individually and extensively, and adjusted 
to be valid. In mass customiZed production, prior physical 
validation Would naively require building more test systems 
than production systems, thereby greatly increasing the cost. 
The problem then is, given a con?guration, determine that it 
is valid With suf?ciently high con?dence to justify its 
production. 

Simply enumerating all the con?gurations in a mass 
customiZed production con?guration space may be imprac 
tical or even impossible. To provide insight into the practical 
dif?culties of enumerating con?gurations, assume that a 
con?guration can be de?ned by a “closed con?guration 
space” characteriZed by a speci?c number of enumerated 
variables. The maximum number of con?gurations is the 
product over the variable properties of the number of values 
(cardinality) alloWed for each variable, 

Where N is the number of variables and ni is the ?xed 
cardinality of the ith variable. Even simple spaces can result 
in a very large nmax; for example, a space With 5 variables 
With each ni=10 has 100,000 (105) distinct con?gurations. 
Personal computer (PC) product offerings representing bil 
lions of con?gurations are routine. The con?gurable space of 
softWare applications, such as SAP softWare, can be even 
larger. The case of an “open con?guration space” Where the 
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2 
number of variables, their cardinality, and the speci?c values 
alloWed vary over time or are indeterminate and ?xed only 
on a case-by-case basis is even more problematic. 

Existing con?guration methods do not address the prob 
lem of validation directly. Instead, they reduce the problem 
to the determination of membership of the proposed con 
?guration in a set of con?gurations deeded valid by engi 
neering analysis, de?nition, or other means. In general, these 
methods perform selection from, re?nement of, or naviga 
tion through a pre-de?ned set of valid (or not-invalid) 
con?gurations 
Even these methods are dif?cult, and so several strategies 

are used to limit the impact of large con?guration spaces. 
These include (1) limiting the number and cardinality of key 
variables, (2) partitioning the con?guration space into 
regions labeled as “product families”, products or models, 
(3) de?ning key variables With no interdependence so they 
can be set independently, and (4) enforcing a sequential 
setting of variables to maximiZe the restrictions on the 
con?guration space. 
The standard solution to the mass customiZation con?gu 

ration problem is a con?guration constructed With an infer 
ence engine and an associated knoWledge base or data base 
to implicitly de?ne and navigate an implicit enumeration of 
con?gurations that do not violate knoWn constraints (i.e., 
“not valid” con?gurations). Several approaches have been 
taken to building such a con?gurator. A revieW can be found 
in “De?ning Con?guring” inArti?cial Intelligence for Engi 
neering Design, Analysis and Manufacturing by David 
BroWn (1988), 12, pp. 301—305. Set navigation depends on 
assertions about the con?guration space de?ning the 
dependency, co-dependency and mutual exclusivity rela 
tionships among possible variable values. Assertions may be 
either concrete relationships involving any number of par 
ticular components, sub-systems or external characteristics 
of the system, or abstract relationships, referring to classes 
or expressions involving components, sub-systems, or exter 
nal characteristics With unbound variables. Assertions may 
be explicitly exposed as data, explicitly encapsulated as 
methods or functions (program code), or implicitly embod 
ied in the structure of the con?gurator or associated data 
base. 

Building and then maintaining the knoWledge base for a 
complex con?guration space involves the difficult problem 
of representing complex iterations betWeen interdependent 
variables. As one example, it is dif?cult to verify that all 
dependencies have been represented properly. The implicitly 
de?ned set of con?gurations may be too small (does not 
include valid con?gurations) or to large (includes invalid 
con?gurations) as a consequence. Dependencies may be 
missed because they are immaterial to the variables and 
values in use. Adding neW variable values outside the 
“harmless” range exposes this problem Without providing a 
clear path for discovery of the root cause and resolution. 
Because of these dif?culties, knoWledge base systems for 
complex con?gurations are typically employed either as 
convenient implementations of the simpli?ed strategies 
listed above or as a starting point tool in situations Where 
high value systems rely on individual ?nal testing for 
authoritative con?guration validation. 

In summary, the problem solved by this invention is 
validation of a speci?c system or device con?guration When 
the set of all valid con?gurations is too large to validate 
individually, enumerate in practice, or When the set is 
variable over time and therefore cannot be knoWn in 
advance. 

SUMMARY OF THE INVENTION 

It is therefore an object of the present invention to provide 
a method for validating the con?guration of a system or 
device in a mass customiZed environment. 
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It is another object of the invention to validate the 
con?guration Without requiring a knowledge base of the 
relationships betWeen components that comprise the system 
or device. 

It is a further object of the invention to provide a method 
of constructing a con?guration from a knoWn set of com 
ponents such that either (a) a valid con?guration is con 
structed and the con?guration matches externally imposed 
speci?cations or (b) it is knoWn that no such con?guration 
can be constructed. 

The method according to the invention accomplishes 
these objectives by segregating information about the con 
?guration into information that is strictly a property of a 
single component of the con?guration and the information 
that particular components are connected. The connection 
information consists of strictly topological information, i.e., 
What components are connected, and does not contain any 
information about the physical, logical or functional prop 
erties of the connection. 

Component information is further segregated into prop 
erties physical, logical or functional properties of distinct 
interfaces. Each interface describes a possible connection 
point of the component. The properties of the interface 
provided by a component are solely properties of the com 
ponent itself and not of any con?guration in Which it is used. 

The only information required for validation is the set of 
properties of each interface of each component, and the 
topological connections betWeen speci?c interfaces on spe 
ci?c components. No global knowledge of any relationship 
of any components or interfaces is used. 

The primary advantage of this invention is its solution of 
the problem of validating con?gurations in a mass custom 
iZing environment, speci?cally the ease of maintaining the 
information required to validate a con?guration. Since all 
the information required for validation is localiZed on indi 
vidual components, individual components can be updated 
in, added to, or deleted from the set of available components 
Without consideration of any relationship to any other com 
ponent. Advantages that derive from the primary advantage 
are, ?rst, that records of competitive con?gurations can be 
easily maintained and, second, that upgrades or recon?gu 
ration can be done on con?gurations With obsolete compo 
nents or on other vendor’s con?gurations. The representa 
tions are compact enough that comprehensive historical 
records are feasible. 

A further advantage is that the constructive validation 
approach alloWs for completion, by adding additional 
components, of a con?guration starting With a set of com 
ponents that determine key external characteristics. The 
preferred implementation for describing components is also 
amenable to stating the external speci?cations for the system 
corresponding to a given con?guration. Additionally, the 
methods easily supports speci?cation of con?guration 
details, such as associating speci?c adapter cards With 
particular expansion slots in PC Workstations. 

The method has excellent scaling characteristics and can 
be used to characteriZe modest systems, such as a PC 
Workstation, to an entire data center. The approach helps to 
underscore the essential relationships betWeen different 
products and product families. 

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS 

The foregoing and other objects, aspects and advantages 
Will be better understood from the folloWing detailed 
description of a preferred embodiment of the invention With 
reference to the draWings, in which: 
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4 
FIG. 1 is a diagram illustrating the relationship betWeen 

components, source interfaces, sink interfaces, and their 
connection. 

FIG. 2 is a diagram shoWing the three types of properties 
associated With source interfaces and sink interfaces; 

FIG. 3 is a diagram shoWing a partially valid con?gura 
tion; and 

FIGS. 4A and 4B, taken together, are a How chart shoWing 
the logic of establishing interface connections betWeen 
components. 

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF A PREFERRED 
EMBODIMENT OF THE INVENTION 

A subscript notation is used hereinafter to distinguish 
individual components and interfaces folloWs the conven 
tion that subscripts i,j refer to component indices, While 
subscripts k, 1 refer to index interfaces. For example, "cl-k 21-, 
denotes a connection from the k”1 interface of the i”1 com 
ponent to the 1”1 interface of the j”1 component. 

Con?guration, C, is de?ned to consist of tWo parts: a set 
of components, {c,-}, and the connections betWeen pairs of 
components, {Tl-k 21-1}, in that set. 

Referring noW to the draWings, and more particularly to 
FIG. 1, there is shoWn a diagram illustrating the relationship 
betWeen components, services, sinks, and connections. As 
shoWn in FIG. 1, a legend is provided that indicates the 
symbols used to illustrate these relationships. Speci?cally, 
the legend shoWs the symbols used for sink and source 
interfaces and connections betWeen the sink and source 
interfaces. In FIG. 1, a con?guration, C (100), is de?ned to 
consist of tWo parts: a set of components, {c,-}, and the 
connections (112, 114, 116, 118 and 120) betWeen pairs of 
components (eg {raw-1}) in that set. The connections (112, 
114, 116, 118 and 120), in turn, are each comprised of a 
source interface 124 and a sink interface 122. A base 
component 110 is de?ned as a component With only sink 
interfaces. A con?guration, C (100), is thus represented as 
Cs({ci},{ikJ-l}). It should also be understood that the con 
?guration 100 may have one or more unconnected sources 
124 and one or more unconnected sinks 122. Such a con 

?guration is knoWn as a partially valid con?guration, and 
Will be further discussed With regard to FIG. 3 herein. 

Each component (102, 104, 106, 108 and 110) consists of 
a set of interfaces, {Tl-k}, and information about the internal 
properties {p},- of the component. As noted above, each 
connection (112, 114, 116, 118 and 120) is de?ned betWeen 
a source interface and a sink interface, rather than betWeen 
components (102, 104, 106, 108 and 110), as suggested by 
the notation, and contain no information other than the 
ordered pair of connected source and sink interfaces. 

Sink and source interfaces, in turn, are de?ned by a set of 
properties: {tik}E(aD, ac, am, . . . The properties are: 

Direction, aD, Which characteriZes Whether the interface is 
a source or sink. 

Capacity, ac, Which characteriZes “hoW much” of some 
interface type a source provides or a sink requires. 

Other, am . . . , Which characteriZe the purpose and 

operation of the interface. 
The direction property, aD, distinguishes tWo types of 

interfaces. As shoWn in FIG. 2, a sink interface 122 has a 
direction 128, and a source interface 124 has a direction 134. 
The direction property, aD (128, 134), distinguishes tWo 
types of interfaces by an intuitive notion of What “plugs 
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into” What through the terms “interface source” 124 and 
“interface sink” 122. The meaning of the terms originates in 
the de?nition of a valid connection and is discussed further 
below. Aconnection (112, 114, 116, 118 and 120) consists of 
matching a source interface 124 on one component (eg 
104) to a sink interface 122 on another component (eg 
102). The interface is connected 120 When the source 124 
“connects to” a sink 122. 

Capacity, ac, is a property of every interface. Sink inter 
face 122 capacity 130 and source interface 124 capacity 136 
characteriZe “hoW much” of some interface type a sink 122 
or source 124 interface requires. Capacity, aC (130, 136), 
may be manifest in a variety of Ways. The simplest is as a 
cardinality associated With the number of connection 
instances it supports (sinks, 122) or requires (sources, 124). 
It may also be represented as a continuous quantity, such as 
current available from a poWer supply, that may be appor 
tioned among connected interfaces 122, 124. Bookkeeping 
associated With connections (112, 114, 116, 118 and 120) 
occurs through the capacity. Either a separate “used capac 
ity” attribute of capacity is kept or the “available capacity” 
decremented as connections are made. 

Characterization, am . . . , represent other properties by 

values associated With the interface. Sink interface 122 
characteriZation 132 and source interface 124 characteriZa 
tion 138 characteriZes the purpose and operation of the 
interface. Practical application requires that the number and 
complexity of properties characteriZing an interface (132, 
138), be feW and simple, even though there is no formal 
limitation. For most interfaces, these are physical charac 
teristics such as length, Width, and height for a space (i.e., 
mounting slot) interface; physical connector type and elec 
trical protocol for an adapter card; and physical connector 
type, voltage, and current capacity for a poWer supply 
(Where the current supplied is a capacity of the interface). 
Practical application requires that the number and complex 
ity of properties characteriZing an interface be feW and 
simple, even though there is no formal limitation. 

Components may have interfaces characteriZed by logical 
or functional properties of the component. An example is the 
storage capacity of a disk drive (e.g., 15 GB) or the triangle 
display rate of a 3D video adapter. These interfaces are 
generally sink interfaces for physical components. An 
example of their use is in con?guring the softWare compo 
nents of a system Where each softWare component had a 
storage source interface With a capacity of a certain siZe. 

In the simple case, values associated With a characteriZa 
tion 132, 138 (e.g., 3 inches, DB25 m connector, etc.) are 
?xed by a particular component (102, 104, 106, 108, 110). 
It may occur, hoWever, that some aspects of characteriZing 
an interface are not ?xed by the interface, but can assume 
one of several discrete values or a value Within a continuous 

range. For example, a PC planar (also knoWn as a mainboard 
or “motherboard”) can support multiple memory types 
(SDRAM (Synchronous Dynamic Random Access 
Memory)or EDO-DRAM (Extended Data Out Dynamic 
Random Access Memory) With or Without ECC (Error 
Correcting Code)or parity bits) in the same sockets. Another 
example Would be “jumper selectable” options such as an 
I/O (Input/Output) address or interrupt channel. Note that 
the multiple values are associated With a particular interface 
of a particular component and do not represent a variation 
across components. 

This “structure” for a con?guration ensures that only the 
interfaces of a component (e.g., in FIG. 1, source interfaces 
124 of component 104 shoWn in connections 120 and 114) 
matter for the purpose of checking the validity of a con 
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6 
?guration 100. The con?guration 100 does not include 
information about the composed system as a Whole, as this 
does not contribute to the validation. Information about the 
characteriZation 132, 138 of a source 124 or sink 122 
interface of a component (e.g., 106) is important to the 
desirability of the overall con?guration. Validity, hoWever, 
does not depend on desirability. Desirability of the com 
posed system certainly depends on the internal properties of 
the components, {p}i, but these do contribute to the validity 
of the con?guration and Will not be discussed further here. 
Finally, the connection (112, 114, 116, 118 and 120) betWeen 
interfaces 122, 124 has been de?ned to contain no properties 
other than the fact of connection in a particular instance. The 
only information used to determine the validity of a con 
?guration is the properties of the components involved. The 
interface properties are properties of the components alone. 

Con?guration Validity 

A valid con?guration 100 is one Where: 

for each interface (122, 124) of each component (112, 
114, 116, 118, 120) requiring a connection (112, 114, 
116, 118, 120) a valid connection exists; and 

every component has at least one interface With at least 
one connection. 

An interface Without a connection is referred to as an 
“open interface”. This de?nition asserts that the collection of 
parts has no open interfaces and that there are no discon 
nected parts ?oating loose. Both of these refer to the 
intuitive notion of a con?guration as a “Whole” entity in its 
oWn right rather than as a “bag of parts”. 

Connection Validity 

A valid connection, {'cl-kJ-l} is one Where: 
the left hand index (ik) of the connection refers to a sink 

interface 124 and the right hand index refers to a 
source interface 126, 

the capacity 128 of the sink interface 124 is suf?cient for 
the capacity 134 of the source interface 126 such that 

value(aC“-”k) —value(acso'”ce) Z 0), and 
for each source property there is one sink property With 

the same value and for each sink property there is one 
source property Which has or can assume the same 

value. 

WamEE-k?(anEtjl)/\(am=a”)/\V(%Et?)3(amEti/J9(a”=am) 
Partial Validity and the Environment Component 

As shoWn in FIG. 3, a useful variation on the notion of a 
con?guration 300 is to relax the requirement that there be no 
open source interfaces 124. The result is a partially valid or 
dependent con?guration 300 Which With its set of open 
source interfaces 124 and open sink interfaces 122 can be 
vieWed as a component in a larger system. In the example of 
a “complete” PC, the poWer supply component has a source 
interface to an external poWer connection (typically, the 110 
or 220 VAC mains) and the box (i.e., the mechanical frame) 
has a source interface requiring space. These interfaces 
require connections that are not part of the shipped unit, but 
Which are expected to be valid in the environment Where the 
unit is used. 

The preferred mechanism for validating partial con?gu 
rations is introduction of an “environmental component” 
that de?nes the intended environment of the con?guration 
through a set of interfaces. In the PC example above, these 
are only sink interfaces to be connected to the open source 
interfaces of the partial con?guration. The environment 
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component may also contain source interfaces, in effect 
requiring that the con?guration have a sink interface to 
Which it can be connected. A simple example of this is a 
LAN (Local Area Network) connection. A PC may be valid 
Without a Network Interface Card (NIC), although it Would 
be an invalid con?guration When combined With an envi 
ronment With a LAN source interface. 

The boundary represented by th environment component 
and a partially valid con?guration amounts to a hierarchical 
decomposition of con?gurations. A component at one level 
of con?guration may be represented as a partially valid 
con?guration at a loWer level and become part of a partially 
valid con?guration at a higher level. The con?guration 
method Works equally Well for con?guring large numbers of 
routers, servers, racks, and interconnection Wiring into a data 
center as it does con?guring components into a PC. Each 
“component” of the data center may be independently 
con?gured With respect to an environment component. 
Similarly, components may represent independently con?g 
urable subsystems. Storage subsystems or video subsystems 
each comprised of multiple components are examples. 
A practical value of partially valid con?gurations is the 

ability to discover “invariant subsystems” de?ned by partial 
con?gurations that are common to many or all of the 
con?gurations constructed. Invariant subsystems are valu 
able in a mass customiZed environment since they can be 
pre-assembled or purchased as units. While seemingly a 
simple notion, discovery of such invariant subsystems is 
hard in practice, particularly in mass customiZation envi 
ronments. One example is the assembly of mechanical 
frames, poWer supplies, and front panel sWitches, plugs and 
message display components. 

External Speci?cation and Logical Components 

A mechanism similar to environment components, “logi 
cal components” is used to de?ne the external speci?cation 
of a con?guration When the speci?cation refers to objective, 
measurable properties of the con?guration. The logical (or 
alternatively, functional) component is composed of sink 
interfaces that, in a valid con?guration, Will be connected to 
a logical or functional interface of some component Within 
the con?guration. A logical component may de?ne, for 
example, a complete system through source interfaces for 
processor, memory, storage, and video, each With some 
minimum capacity and properties. 

Con?guration Generation 

Methods for generating valid con?gurations from partial 
inputs are implied by the de?nitions above and Will be 
discussed next. Practical generation of a con?guration 
extends beyond the technical validity of con?gurations to 
include both the validity rules discussed above and customer 
choice. The question here is one of generating consistent 
options from the partial input, not the resulting choices are 
presented or selected. 

The de?nition of a valid con?guration includes a set of 
components and a set of valid connections such that there are 
no open source interfaces. A con?guration is created by 
selecting a set of components and then creating and vali 
dating the connections betWeen the components. In the 
simplest use of con?guration validation, the validity of a 
speci?ed con?guration is checked. It is also possible to 
automatically create connections either by discovering the 
only connections possible give a set of components (for 
example, a CPU module Will only have one valid connection 
to a single processor PC planar) or through heuristics 
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designed to select one of several possible connections (for 
example, populating memory slots or disk bays in a particu 
lar order). 
Some partial con?gurations may be converted to valid 

con?gurations by the addition of one or more components. 
This is termed con?guration completion and its goal is to 
add components providing connections from the open sink 
interface to a source interface on the base component. It is 
accomplished by searching components for those Which 
have source interfaces that could satisfy one or more of the 
open sink interfaces in the invalid con?guration and repeat 
ing this until a connection to the base component is made. 
There are three possible outcomes of this search. If no 
component or set of components is found that can complete 
the con?guration, then the con?guration is absolutely 
invalid, or impossible. If only one component or set of 
components is found that can complete the con?guration, 
then the con?guration is uniquely completable and a prac 
tical system can insert the required components to complete 
the valid con?guration. If more than one component or set 
of components can complete the con?guration, then a selec 
tion must be made. Since practical con?guration systems 
Would likely function by modi?cation of one of a set of 
typical con?gurations or be designed for experts capable of 
making the required choices, this is not a draWback. 
Again referring to FIG. 1, creation of valid connections is 

fundamental to the generation of a con?guration 100. Recall 
that, as shoWn in FIG. 2, a connection (112, 114, 116, 118 
and 120) can be created if the properties (134, 136, 138) of 
the source 124 and the properties (128, 130, 132) of the sink 
122 interface “match”. As noted above, a valid connection is 
betWeen source 124 and sink 122 interfaces Whose proper 
ties (134, 136, 138 and 126, 128, 130, respectively) are 
identical. If the property values of the proposed source 124 
and sink 122 interfaces are identical, than they clearly match 
and the connection can be created. Interface properties that 
take on multiple values must be specialiZed for the particular 
connection during the process of creating the connection. 
The range on both the source 124 and sink 122 interfaces is 
set to the least common range. If there is no overlap the 
interfaces do not match and a connection can not be made. 

As an example of creating connections, consider connect 
ing memory modules to a motherboard. Assume that the 
motherboard has three physical Dual In-line Memory Mod 
ule (DIMM) sockets that can support any of SDRAM, EDO, 
or ECC type memory modules but all modules must be of 
the same type. This is represented by a single interface With 
properties. 

memory =SDRAMAEDOAECC} type 

Creating a connection to an EDO module results in 
restricting the motherboard interface to supporting further 
connection of EDO modules. 

memory 

l(rm.,dulg={an=source, aC=1, aW=EDODJ 

Where We have assumed the convention of decrementing the 
source capacity as connections are made. Attempting to 
make a connection to a SDRAM module Will fail. In a case 

Where a larger range is supported by both the source and sink 
interface that range is maintained. For example, a connec 
tion betWeen a ethernet netWork interface card (NIC) and a 
hub, both of Which support either 10 Megabit per second 
(Mb/s) or 100 Mb/s operation Would retain both options in 
the con?gured properties. 
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An extension to the requirement for identical properties is 
allowance for “optional properties”. These properties have 
the characteristic that hey must have matching values if 
present on both interfaces, but are ignored if they appear 
only one of the tWo. 

The simplest case is creation and subsequent validation of 
a con?guration (that consists of a con?guration component 
set and a set of connections) from a proposed set of 
components. A method is to construct the con?guration in a 
tree like fashion by choosing a starting point and “plugging” 
the other components into the groWing tree. The importance 
of this case is that it means that explicit connection infor 
mation need not necessarily be kept in the con?guration. 
Once a set of components has been validated, the connec 
tions for a valid con?guration can be reconstructed on 
demand. 
As shoWn in FIGS. 4A and 4B, the process includes the 

folloWing steps. In step 400, components are identi?ed in a 
proposed component set With only sink (i.e., no source) 
interfaces, and transferred to the con?guration component 
set. Note that if there is more than one such component the 
con?guration is invalid since it must fall into at least tWo 
parts. Components With no source interfaces are knoWn as 
“base components”, and are typically an item such as a 
mechanical frame. In step 402, the proposed component set 
is searched for source interfaces that match an open sink 
interface on the con?guration component set. If found, the 
component is transferred from the proposed component set 
to the con?guration component set. Then, in step 404, a 
connection is created betWeen the matching interfaces. 

In function block 406, a search is made to determine if 
there are any components in the con?guration set With open 
source interfaces. Then, in step 408, components in the 
con?guration set are searched for a matching sink interface, 
and a connection is created. In decision block 410, a test is 
made to determine if there are any components left in the 
proposed component set. If no, a validity determination is 
made in decision block 416. The con?guration is considered 
to be valid if there are no components left in the proposed 
component set and there are no open source interfaces. The 
con?guration may also considered to be partially valid if one 
of the components has either a capacity property or a 
characteriZation property, and the corresponding interface 
component does not have a corresponding capacity property 
or characteriZation property. OtherWise, the con?guration is 
invalid. 

In step 418, if the con?guration is valid, validity rules, if 
applicable, are applied. In step 420, if the proposed set of 
parts does not result in a valid con?guration, the diagnostics 
of What components had no connection to the base compo 
nent and What source interfaces have no connections are 
available. HoW the diagnostic information is used is situa 
tion and implementation dependent. Unconnected compo 
nent may indicate a serious problem, such as, for example, 
con?guring an ISA (Industry Standard Adapter) card into a 
system With only PCI (Peripheral Component Interconnect) 
slots, although it may also indicate there are no slots left. 

Use of the diagnostic information leads to methods for 
generation and validation of con?gurations When only par 
tial component sets are provided. The symptom of partial 
component sets is exactly that there Will be orphaned 
components and open interfaces. The resolution of an open 
source interface is to search the set of available components 
for one With a matching sink interfaces. If the found com 
ponent also has a source that connects to an available sink 
in the con?guration component set it can immediately 
become part of a suggested completion. For non-trivial 
situations heuristics for selecting from multiple components 
and constructing multiple component paths from open 
source interface to available sink interface are required. 

Methods for generation and validation of con?gurations 
With the set of connections partially de?ned are better 
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10 
de?ned. Using the de?nition of partial con?gurations above, 
components With prede?ned connections are combined into 
a single effective component and the method for a proposed 
set of components used. If the set of proposed components 
and connections are composed separately, it is possible that 
there are connections Which involve components that do not 
exist in the set of proposed components. Such connections 
are simply deleted from the con?guration. There are no 
penalties or extra Work involved in validating the con?gu 
ration caused by the addition of partially de?ned connec 
tions. 
An example of application of a partially de?ned connec 

tion set Would be a corporate PC Where it Was desired to 
have adapter cards appear in a constant, standardiZed order. 
The de?ned connections Would be betWeen the connector 
interface of the adapter card components and a particular 
sockets on the motherboard. An obvious extension of this 
method is alloWing relative identi?cation among a set of 
interfaces such as “the modem goes in the last PCI slot”. 

If it is determined in decision block 410 that components 
are left, then a test is made in decision block 412 to 
determine if there are source interfaces in the proposed 
component set that match a sink interface in the con?gura 
tion set. If yes, the process loops back to function block 404. 
If no, the validity determination in block 416 is made, as 
previously discussed. 

Implementation 
A simple algorithm for the validation function starts by 

?nding a component With no sources and adds it to the 
system. The algorithm iterates over the remaining compo 
nents. The component is connected to the system if the 
interfaces match. The algorithm terminates When all com 
ponents have been processed. If all the sinks on the base 
component have been matched then the con?guration is 
valid. 

While the invention has been described in terms of a 
single preferred embodiment, those skilled in the art Will 
recogniZe that the invention can be practiced With modi? 
cation Within the spirit and scope of the appended claims. 
For example, the method of the present invention can also be 
practiced at least in an automobile manufacturing setting, or 
in the contest of an entertainment center having numerous 
audio-visual components. In the context of automobile 
manufacturing, the base component may be the frame of an 
automobile, and the components comprise the numerous 
individual parts that are used to manufacture the automobile. 
Further, rules may be used such as “If the top speed of the 
automobile is 120 miles per hour (mph), tires having a rating 
of less than 120 mph cannot be used”. 

Having thus described our invention, What We claim as 
neW and desire to secure by Letters Patent is as folloWs: 

1. Amethod for validating a speci?c device con?guration 
When a set of all valid con?gurations is unknoWn, compris 
ing the steps of: 

selecting a set of components to be included in the device 
con?guration, Wherein the set of components has a 
single base component having only sink interfaces; 

de?ning an interface for each component, Wherein each 
component is characteriZed as having a source or a sink 
interface and properties associated With the interface; 
and 

establishing connections betWeen components having 
source and sink interfaces With matching properties, 
Wherein the properties comprise a direction, a capacity, 
and a characteriZation properties. 

2. The method recited in claim 1, Wherein the direction 
property characteriZes an interface as a source or sink 
interface. 
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3. The method recited in claim 1, Wherein the capacity 
property is represented as a cardinality associated With a 
number of sink connection instances it supports or source 
instances it requires. 

4. The method recited in claim 1, Wherein the capacity 
property is represented as a continuous quantity that may be 
apportioned among connected interfaces. 

5. The method recited in claim 1, Wherein the character 
iZation property de?nes a purpose and operation of the 
interface. 

6. The method recited in claim 5, Wherein the character 
iZation property includes values associated With the inter 
face. 

7. A method for validating a speci?c device con?guration 
When a set of all valid con?gurations is unknown, compris 
ing the steps of: 

selecting a set of components to be included in the device 
con?guration, Wherein the set of components has a 
single base component having only sink interfaces; 

de?ning an interface for each component, Wherein each 
component is characteriZed as having a source or a sink 
interface and properties associated With the interface; 

establishing connections betWeen components having 
source and sink interfaces With matching properties; 
and 

validating connections betWeen components, Wherein the 
step of validating comprises the steps of: 

verifying that the sink capacity is greater than or equal to 
the source capacity; 

verifying that for each source property there is one sink 
property With the same value; and 

verifying that for each sink property there is one source 
property With the same value. 

8. A method for validating a speci?c device con?guration 
When a set of all valid con?gurations is unknoWn, compris 
ing the steps of: 

selecting a set of components to be included in the device 
con?guration, Wherein the set of components has a 
single base component having only sink interfaces; 

de?ning an interface for each component, Wherein each 
component is characteriZed as having a source or a sink 
interface and properties associated With the interface; 

establishing connections betWeen components having 
source and sink interfaces With matching properties, 
Wherein a connection betWeen source and sink com 

ponents remains valid if one of the components has 
either a capacity property or a characteriZation 
property, and the corresponding interface component 
does not have a corresponding capacity property or 
characteriZation property; and 

validating connections betWeen components. 
9. A method for validating a speci?c device con?guration 

When a set of all valid con?gurations is unknoWn, compris 
ing the steps of: 

selecting a set of components to be included in the device 
con?guration, Wherein the set of components has a 
single base component having only sink interfaces; 

de?ning an interface for each component, Wherein each 
component is characteriZed as having a source or a sink 
interface and properties associated With the interface; 
and 

establishing connections betWeen components having 
source and sink interfaces With matching properties, 
Wherein the step of selecting comprises the steps of: 

identifying the base component in the set With only sink 
interfaces; 
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searching the set for a component Whose source interfaces 

match an open sink interface; 
creating a connection betWeen the matching interfaces of 

the sink component and the component found in the 
searching step; 

searching the set for a component having an open source 
interface and, if found, searching the set for a compo 
nent having a matching sink interface and, if found, 
creating a connection betWeen the component having 
the open source interface and the component having the 
matching sink interface; and 

repeating the steps of creating and searching until either 
there are no components left in the set or there are no 
source interfaces in the set that match a sink interface. 

10. The method as recited in claim 9, further comprising 
the step validating the con?guration, Wherein the con?gu 
ration is valid if there are no components left in the set and 
there are no open source interfaces. 

11. A method for validating a speci?c device con?gura 
tion When a set of all valid con?gurations is unknoWn, 
comprising the steps of: 

selecting a set of components to be included in the device 
con?guration, Wherein the set of components has a 
single base component having only sink interfaces; 

de?ning an interface for each component, Wherein each 
component is characteriZed as having a source or a sink 
interface and properties associated With the interface; 
and 

establishing connections betWeen components having 
source and sink interfaces With matching properties, 
Wherein a partial con?guration of the speci?c device is 
de?ned as an open source or sink interface, further 
comprising the step of introducing into the device 
con?guration an environment component that de?nes 
an intended environment of the con?guration through a 
set of interfaces. 

12. The method as recited in claim 11, Wherein the partial 
con?guration of the speci?c device is an open source 
interface and the environment component includes a match 
ing sink interface. 

13. The method as recited in claim 11, Wherein the partial 
con?guration of the speci?c device is an open sink interface 
and the environment component includes a matching source 
interface. 

14. A method for validating a speci?c device con?gura 
tion When a set of all valid con?gurations is unknoWn, 
comprising the steps of: 

selecting a set of components to be included in the device 
con?guration, Wherein the set of components has a 
single base component having only sink interfaces; 

de?ning an interface for each component, Wherein each 
component is characteriZed as having a source or a sink 
interface and properties associated With the interface; 
and 

establishing connections betWeen components having 
source and sink interfaces With matching properties, 
Wherein a component of the speci?c device is a logical 
component that de?nes an external speci?cation of a 
con?guration When the speci?cation refers to objective, 
measurable properties of the con?guration. 

15. The method as recited in clam 14, Wherein the logical 
component comprises at least one sink interface that, in a 
valid con?guration, Will be connected to a logical or func 
tional source interface of some other component Within the 
device con?guration. 


